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A SHORTENED STATUTORY PERIOD FOR REPLY IS SET TO EXPIRE 3 MONTH(S) OR THIRTY (30) DAYS, 
WHICHEVER IS LONGER, FROM THE MAILING DATE OF THIS COMMUNICATION. 
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earned patent term adjustment. See 37 CFR 1 .704(b). 
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2a )^ This action is FINAL. 2b)0 This action is non-final. 

3) 0 Since this application is in condition for allowance except for formal matters, prosecution as to the merits is 

closed in accordance with the practice under Ex parte Quayle, 1935 CD. 11, 453 O.G. 213. 
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Application Papers 
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10) O The drawing(s) filed on is/are: a)0 accepted or b)0 objected to by the Examiner. 
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DETAILED ACTION 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC §112 

The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 1 12: 

The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly 
claiming the subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 

Claims 1, 3-12, 15, and 16 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, second paragraph, 
as being indefinite for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject 
matter which applicant regards as the invention. 

In claim 1 , the relationship between the radially inwardly extending spline and the 
radially outer surface facing radially outwardly is not clear, as it is not understood how a 
spline extending radially inward would possess a radially outer surface facing radially 
outwardly. 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that 
form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(b) the invention was patented or described in a printed publication in this or a foreign country or in public 
use or on sale in this country, more than one year prior to the date of application for patent in the United 
States. 



(e) the invention was described in (1) an application for patent, published under section 122(b), by 
another filed in the United States before the invention by the applicant for patent or (2) a patent 
granted on an application for patent by another filed in the United States before the invention by the 
applicant for patent, except that an international application filed under the treaty defined in section 
351 (a) shall have the effects for purposes of this subsection of an application filed in the United States 
only if the international application designated the United States and was published under Article 21(2) 
of such treaty in the English language. 
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Claims 1,3-11, and 13 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being anticipated 
by Militana (3,168,836). 




Figs. 1 and 2 (US Patent 3,163,336} 

In Re claim 1 , with reference to Figs. 1 and 2 shown above, Militana discloses a 
sprocket, wherein the sprocket comprises: a sprocket body (20); a plurality of teeth (45) 
extending radially outwardly from the sprocket body; a spline (28) extending radially 
inwardly from the sprocket body; wherein the spline includes a radially outer surface 
(26) facing radially outwardly; and wherein the radially outer surface of the spline faces 
a radially inner surface (E) of the sprocket body. 

In Re claim 3, the inner surface is substantially straight in a direction of the 
rotational axis. 

In Re claim 4, the inner surface is substantially parallel to the rotational axis. 
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In Re claim 5, the sprocket body has a side wall that includes a first side wall 
portion (A) and a second side wall portion (B), wherein the plurality of teeth extend 
radially outwardly from the first side wall portion, and wherein the second side wall 
portion is laterally offset from the first side wall portion. 

In Re claim 6, the second side wall portion overlaps the outer surface (26) when 
viewed in a direction parallel to the rotational axis. 

In Re claim 7, the second side wall portion is spaced apart from the first side wall 
portion in a direction of the rotational axis. 

In Re claim 8, the spline is offset from the first side wall portion in a direction of 
the rotational axis. 

In Re claim 9, the spline extends from the second side wall portion and 
terminates at a free end (C), and the free end is spaced apart from a first side wall (D) 
of the first side wall portion (A) that faces in a same direction as the free end. 

In Re claim 10, the sprocket body has a side wall that includes a first side wall 
portion (A) and a second side wall portion (B), wherein the plurality of teeth extend 
radially outwardly from the first side wall portion. It is the examiner's understanding that 
the second side wall portion and the spline together form a composite spline. 

In Re claim 1 1 , a thickness of the spline in a direction of the rotational axis is 
greater than a thickness of the second side wall portion in a direction of the rotational 
axis. 

In Re claim 13, with reference to Figs. 1 and 2 shown above, Militana discloses a 
bicycle sprocket, wherein the sprocket comprises: a sprocket body (20); a plurality of 
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teeth (45) extending radially outwardly from the sprocket body; a spline (28) extending 
radially inwardly from the sprocket body, wherein the spline has a root portion (30) and 
a radially inner portion (26), wherein the root portion extends radially inwardly of the 
sprocket body and has a side wall (B) facing in a rotational direction, and wherein the 
radially inner portion extends radially inwardly of the root portion and has a side wall (C) 
facing in the rotational direction; and wherein a thickness of the radially inner portion of 
the spline in a direction parallel to the rotational axis is greater than a thickness of the 
root portion of the spline in a direction of the rotational axis. 

Claims 1, 3-5, and 10 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being anticipated 
by Lim etal. (2001/0039224). 

In Re claim 1 , Lim et al. disclose a one-piece bicycle sprocket (21) adapted to 
rotate around a rotational axis, wherein the sprocket comprises: a sprocket body; a 
plurality of teeth extending radially outwardly from the sprocket body and dimensioned 
to engage a bicycle chain; a spline extending radially inwardly from the sprocket body; 
wherein the spline includes a radially outer surface facing radially outwardly; and 
wherein the radially outer surface of the spline faces a radially inner surface of the 
sprocket body (see Fig. 5). The examiner defines the radially inner surface of the six 
openings of the sprocket to be the radially outer surface of the spline, which face a 
radially inward facing outer surface of the six openings of the sprocket. 

In Re claim 3, the inner surface is substantially straight in a direction of the 
rotational axis. 



Application/Control Number: 1 0/71 1 ,326 Page 6 

Art Unit: 3657 

In Re claim 4, the inner surface is substantially parallel to the rotational axis. 

In Re claims 5 and 10, the sprocket body has a side wall that includes a first side 
wall portion and a second side wall portion, left and right sides of the sprocket, wherein 
the plurality of teeth extend radially outwardly from the first side wall portion, and 
wherein the second side wall portion is laterally offset from the first side wall portion. It 
is believed that the second side wall portion and the spline together form a composite 
spline. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

Claims 12 and 14 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Mil itana (3,168,836). 

Militana fails to teach the thickness of the root portion being substantially equal to 
the thickness of the first side wall portion. However, it would have been obvious to one 
of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to have made the 
thickness of the root portion substantially equal to the thickness of the first side wall 
portion to increase the strength and rigidity of the sprocket body. 
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Allowable Subject Matter 

Claims 15 and 16 would be allowable if rewritten to overcome the rejection(s) 
under 35 U.S.C. 112, 2nd paragraph, set forth in this Office action and to include all of 
the limitations of the base claim and any intervening claims. 

Claims 17 and 18 are objected to as being dependent upon a rejected base 
claim, but would be allowable if rewritten in independent form including all of the 
limitations of the base claim and any intervening claims. 

Response to Arguments 

Applicant's arguments filed June 10, 2008 have been fully considered but they 
are not persuasive. 

In response to applicant's arguments concerning the definition of spline and the 
rejections by Militana and Lim et al., the examiner's interpretation of the spline claimed 
is based upon what is claimed, it is noted that the features upon which applicant relies 
(i.e., the root portion and radially inner portion) are not recited in the rejected claim(s) in 
such a way to define over the sprocket of Militana. Although the claims are interpreted 
in light of the specification, limitations from the specification are not read into the claims. 
See In re Van Geuns, 988 F.2d 1181, 26 USPQ2d 1057 (Fed. Cir. 1993). Additionally, 
it is noted that the features upon which applicant relies (i.e., the radially outer surface of 
the spline) are not recited in the rejected claim(s) in such a way to define over the 
sprocket of Lim et al. Although the claims are interpreted in light of the specification, 
limitations from the specification are not read into the claims. See In re Van Geuns, 988 
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F.2d 1 1 81 , 26 USPQ2d 1 057 (Fed. Cir. 1 993). The examiner continues to hold the 
position that the radially innermost ring of Lim et al. and the hub of Militana meet the 
claimed limitations regarding the structure of the sprocket and associated spline 
features. Additionally, the examiner points out that claim 13 does not limit the spline to 
only originating radially inwardly from the sprocket body. The examiner notes that it 
appears that applicant is assigning more definition and limitation to the term "spline" 
than the "plain meaning". 

In response to applicant's arguments that Militana and Lim et al. do not have the 
"radially inwardly facing spline" and the "radially outer surface facing radially outwardly", 
both references appear to have these features, as pointed to in the rejections above, in 
the same manner claimed. Applicant has not clearly shown how the references lack 
these features, and therefore they are understood to be substantially the same in that 
aspect. 

In response to applicant's arguments concerning "one-piece", the examiner 
continues to believe that in an assembled state, the sprocket assemblies of Lim et al. 
and Militana form a single piece. Examiner notes that this limitation has been deleted 
from claims 1 and 13 though. The examiner suggests that, if applicant wanted this 
limitation to be re-included, the claims be amended to include that the apparatus was 
formed as a one-piece body. 

In response to applicant's arguments concerning claims 12 and 14, the examiner 
disagrees with applicant, and maintains that increasing the thickness of the root portion, 
spokes (30), of Militana, would increase the strength of the spokes as they would be 
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more robust and have a greater contact area with the outer portion (22) and hub (26), 
thus enabling them to transmit greater torque before the likelihood of warping or 
fracturing. 

Conclusion 

THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. Applicant is reminded of the extension of time 
policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1 .136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1 .136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later 
than SIX MONTHS from the mailing date of this final action. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to THOMAS W. IRVIN whose telephone number is 
(571)270-3095. The examiner can normally be reached on Mon-Fri 9am-5pm. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Robert Siconolfi can be reached on (571) 272-7124. The fax phone number 
for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 



/Thomas W. Irvin/ /Robert A. Siconolfi/ 

Examiner, Art Unit 3657 Supervisory Patent Examiner, Art 

Unit 3657 



